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GREAT LAKES INDIAN FISH & WILDLIFE COMMISSION

PO Box &« Odansh, Wi 54861 « 715/082-6810 » FAX TIS/H82-0204

* MEMBER TRIBES »

MICERGAN WISCONSIN MINNESOTS
Bay Mills Compumissity Fad River Band Hed CHIT Band Foo du Lag Rand
Kewesnaw Say Conunpoity e Conrte Oeellfes Band 81 Draty Chippewa Bl Lacs Bund
far Winex Treseck Barsd Lae du Flambeau Sand Sokaogun Chippewa

October 14, 2015

Michael Jimenez

Minerals NEPA Project Manager
Superior National Forest

8901 Grand Avenue Place
Duluth, MN 55808

Mr. Jimenez,

Enclosed please find a wetland ecosystem valuation assessment of the NorthMet mine
site. The Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission (GLIFWC) is an intertribal agency
exercising delegated authority from 11 federally recognized Ojibwe (or Chippewa) tribes in
Wisconsin, Michigan and Minnesota.' Those tribes have reserved hunting, fishing and gathering
rights in territories ceded in various treaties with the United States. GLIFWC’s mission is to
assist its member tribes in the conservation and management of natural resources and to protect
habitats and ecosystems that support those resources.

As you know, the proposed NorthMet mine is located within the territory ceded in the
Treaty of 1854. GLIFWC member tribes have expressed concern about the potential impacts of
sulfide mining, whether those impacts occur within the 1854 ceded territory, in the 1842 ceded
territory, which includes portions of Lake Superior, or the 1837 ceded territory. The following
comments are submitted by GLIFWC staff with the explicit understanding that each GLIFWC
member tribe or any other tribe may choose to submit comments from its own perspective.

! GLIFWC member tribes are: in Wisconsin - the Bad River Band of the Lake Superior Tribe
of Chippewa Indians, Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians, Lac Courte
Oreilles Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians, St. Croix Chippewa Indians of Wisconsin,
Sokaogon Chippewa Community of the Mole Lake Band, and Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior
Chippewa Indians; in Minnesota -- Fond du Lac Chippewa Tribe, and Mille Lacs Band of
Chippewa Indians; and in Michigan -- Bay Mills Indian Community, Keweenaw Bay Indian
Community, and Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians.
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A comprehensive ecosystem valuation report is available for the St. Louis River
watershed (Fletcher, 2015, The Value of Nature’s Benefits in the St. Louis River Watershed.
Earth Economics, Tacoma WA). This report, which thus far has not been used in the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for the NorthMet project, establishes baseline values
for natural capital in the areas of the proposed land exchange. In comments submitted as part of
the Pre-Final Environmental Impact Statement (PFEIS) review, GLIFWC staff noted that the
PFEIS did not account for natural capital and ecosystem services that would be lost to the St.
Louis River watershed if the NorthMet project land exchange were approved. Specifically, the
ecosystem services provided by wetlands would be lost to the St. Louis River watershed because
the majority of lands that would enter the federal estate if the proposed land exchange is
approved are located outside of the St. Louis River watershed (Figure 1). Furthermore, the
ecosystem values that these wetlands are currently providing to the St. Louis River watershed are
not systematically assessed in the PFEIS. This process is critical in determining adequate
wetland mitigation is provided for the public good.

GLIFWC staff used the information in the Ecosystem Valuation Report for the St Louis
River watershed (Table 1) to characterize the losses in ecosystem services to the watershed as a
result of the land exchange and the NorthMet mine. The analysis of direct impacts includes
wetlands filled at both the mine and plant sites. The analysis of indirect wetland impact focuses
on the mine site of the proposed project which is the area of the proposed land exchange and
does not include indirect wetland impacts at the plant site.

The NorthMet project would directly impact approximately 913 acres of wetlands at the
mine site and the loss of ecosystem services will not be mitigated in the watershed. Direct
impacts of the proposed project will result in a loss of $1,358,089 to $5,134,185 per year in
wetland ecosystem services (Table 2). Over the 20 year life of the proposed project the St. Louis
River watershed would lose between $27,161,780 and $102,683,700 in ecosystem services. The
economic loss greatly increases over the hundreds of years that water treatment, wetland
monitoring and surface and groundwater capture system operations would be needed at the mine
site.

The PFEIS does not include an assessment of indirect impacts to wetlands from the
project. The information in the NEPA document is only used to identify monitoring locations.
Therefore, GLIFWC staff used the indirect wetland impact analysis in Appendix C of the SDEIS
to estimate the economic impact of the proposed project. The analysis presents the monetary loss
of wetland ecosystem services in dollars per acre per year.

For indirect wetland impacts, the mine site was divided into impact zones (Figure 2).
Zone 1 could lose between $4,752,615 and $17,920,694 per year in wetland ecosystem services
(Table 3). Zone 2 could lose between $5,301,242 and $20,025,269 per year in wetland ecosystem
services (Table 4). Zone 3 could lose between $24,467,339 and $92,581,367 per year in wetland
ecosystem services (Table 5). Zone 4 could lose between $16,608,913 and $60,058,732 per year
in wetland ecosystem services (Table 6).
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The valuation of indirect wetland impacts presented above is the worst case scenario.
This is because the indirectly impacted wetlands are likely to retain an undetermined percentage
of their functions and values. The GLIFWC analysis of indirect impacts in Appendix C of the
SDEIS indicates that severe impacts are expected to 3,188 acres in Zone 1. Severe to Moderate
impacts are expected to 3,632 acres in Zone 2; and severe to moderate impacts are expected to
16,433 acres in Zone 3. A detailed analysis of ecosystem services on these wetlands is needed to
reduce the range in the estimated economic impacts above. Nevertheless, the economic
consequences of indirect wetland impacts are substantial and should be quantified by regulatory
agencies before the proposed project is permitted.

Wetlands also provide carbon sequestration services that mitigate climate change.
Wetland fill and impacts to functions and values eliminate or reduce the ability of a wetland to
sequester carbon. The Ecosystem Valuation report for the St. Louis River watershed provides
information that permits the calculation of the economic value of this carbon sequestration
activity. Wetlands in the Mine Site exchange area that would be directly impacted provide
between $30,289,363 and $44,666,818 in economic value over the next 140 years assuming a 2%
discount rate (Table 7). This economic impact is in addition to the aquatic impacts described in
the previous paragraph.

The economic consequences of the proposed NorthMet project on the goods and services
provided by wetlands have not been described in any way by the NEPA process. GLIFWC staff
have taken the first step by estimating the ecosystem values of potentially impacted wetlands.
This analysis illustrates the importance of healthy ecosystems in the socioeconomic future of the
region. Therefore the Forest Service must require a complete assessment of the economic
implications of the proposed project and the proposed land exchange if it is to adequately protect
the public interest.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 608-263-2873 or Jim Thannum at 715-682-6619
with any questions.

Sincerely,

) 7 p
T o LA P
Godphon Ghorrotospn

Esteban Chiriboga
GLIFWC Environmental Specialist



CC.

Tamara Cameron, Chief, Regulatory Branch, Army Corps

Nancy Schuldt, Fond du Lac Water Projects Coordinator

Mike Sedlacek, USEPA Region 5

Neil Kmiecik, GLIFWC Biological Services Director

Ann McCammon Soltis, GLIFWC Intergovernmental Affairs Director
Lisa Fay, Project Manager, MNDNR

EPA-R5-2018-005870_0000889
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Table 1. Earth Economics Ecosystem Service Values (Table 12) - Pg. 62
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Figure 1
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Figure 2: Impact Zones

| Impact Zone 1 (0 - 1000 feet)

P

Impact Zone 2 (1000 to 2000 feet)
Impact Zone 3 (2000 to 5000 feet)
Impact Zone 4 (5000 to 10000 feet)

e

Proposed Mine Pits (year 20)
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Tables 3. Tone 1 impacts and Vahses {$-1000 feat}

iparian Arvay
-Eeo

esiee Values | Riparkn dsres

{Table 123 P Caleudated Calevdased SHTOTAL ACRES | TOTAL ACRES S

UNYGUE M ERGERS & ACRES 52~ High H Ylue High Valus Calculated Low | Calculated High
it RE TLASK IMPACT | fMPACT DESCRIFTH 2 {Blavrelysart 2y} {Biyuary Value ($/year) Value ($/year)
Open water 0.00 £ 08 52764200 57251380 $i2.08 .84 $0.00 $0.00
Evergreen Forest 0.00] R EEEE 56548 34,4884 342,60 $5.08 $0.00 $0.00
13| Deep myarsh 54.14{Nevere Coanversion of weiland fvpe 246
Sedge weadow 2.24|8evers Conversion fo nplaud .06

Subtotad Shadfew
nmarsh 47.35|8evers £.80

Palustrine
Emergent Wetland . .06

3938~

Subiotal Aller ] |
thicload 393.94 |Severs Conversion of wetland {ype B85} &

981 .69| 5

i 60.63| 5
03 174.58}3¢
o7 12624
37
77 118325
g 25.71
£2 44293

12.48|5%

S0 49982 S
9 52.28|5¢
o7 32.90(8:
5 14.54
Habiotal wversion of
Unnierons bog 2,453.14{Kevere wwedband fype 0.6
Palustrine
Serub/Shrub
‘Wetland 2,847.08
3.09|5e
47.69

17213
1491 ;

Subiotul | |
Conferows swamp 237.82|Bevere Change v vegetation .04 ks

Palusirine Forested '
Wetland 7. .42 5 % : 34 $5 &

TOTAL] . 886 . 188. 3 0.00 o.uotZiZi 4,752,615.64]  17,028,604.54|  4,152,615.64|  17.928,604.54

$349,356 $1,332,738
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ACRES
IMPACT

Rigasian
Ares -
Acres

iBfarreivear)

{ed
Low YValue
{Wveary

<85

TOTAL
ACRES -

Calculated
Low Value
($/year)

TOTAL ACRES

~Calculated High
Value ($/year)

Open water

Evergreen Forest

29.19

§.88

§7E,AL%

$0

3317

15372

5

47.879

Palustrine
Emergent
Wetland

47.

§.08

S48

802.66

15.967

30.447

185.118

1059.827

TR5G

49.041

556.958

108.797

3.138

4.866

14.561

105.174

4.747

383.229

53.424

940.711

20.517

31.21

2,276.37

2341

Palustrine

%1585

4,840

8,604

8

50

$70,430

$0

$268,266

Scrub/Shrub
Wetland 3,416.89 $1,37% §8,22% $3.,3%%,497 55318572 $4,984,624 $18,817,834
3.727
3.968
74.335
9.564
28.741
7.821
36.143
164,299 [(XT]
.45
Palustrine
Forested Wetland B4 91,354 45,208 54 46 $246,188 $939,169
L] ]
TOTAL | ] 3623 . ] 1L0i560f 2,616.76 1,399,456.80] 5,310,572.40 3,501,745.71] 14,714,696.67] 5,001,242.51] 20,025,269.07
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Takda 5. Zone 3 kmpacts aod Value (3000 - 3000 feet)

TOTAL ACRES {TOTAL ACRES

~ALRACH &
1D LGOERS & REFD ACRES Riparisn Low ¥aine Calculated Low |-Calculated High
ENIQUE ID CLASS IMPACT IMPaCy DESCRIPTION Azea - Adves fhiveary Value ($/year) | Value ($/year)
Open water 0 8 i $27, 542 372.54% St St $0 50
Evergreen Forest [1] [ i 4,548 4 4 $0 $0
i Il 374.9 374.5%

Palustrine Emergent

Wetland 374.9 37848 43,585 25,604 3554,59% F2A68,948 S1.ATE S hH $564,599 $2,100,940
53 184.092 Ibiderate Changs in vegetation
S0 714.287 boderate Change

6.04
8.015
372.266
1283.309
15.732
1.676
4.75 Moderate
10.344 Moderate
3.572 Minderate
10.027 boderate Change i
748 99.326 Minderate Chabge in vegetation
36.908 IModerate
Subtodad Adder thickey 2,750.344
a1s or Shrub-cary 2907.52 IModerate Chargs in v
20.622 Minderate
63.204 Moderate
47.863 Minderate in vegetation
61.723 Iboderate Cliatigs in veget
31.464 Noderate Change i
ab-car 157.349 NModerate Char

Subiotal Alder thicket o
Shrub-vary]  3289.745

CABR]  6,040.09 1.558.6% i
166 Coniferous bog 581.72| Moderate fo Sas Chiatgs in vegetation
o3 bog 7.911 dery Change i vepetation
26.125] 1 Clhiatgs in veg
14.142| Mode : Change i

Change i

31.738| Moders
229.834| Moder:
56.744| Maodera
38.575
20.018
1692.646
33.98| Maoda
88.486| ode
14.276| Mode:
55.627| Moda
6.396| Mod
1359.301
1123.789
685.002
24.18
162.094
62.495
95.587
157.954| Maoda
50111 Modera
48.894
23.74| Moders
80.451| Modera
10.815
20.604| Moders
Cloniferc 19.484| MModeraie fo Savars
Subtoial Contferons bog|  6,822.72

Palustrine Scrub/Shrub
Wetland 12,862.81

Morder

5 bo;

2

3 bog

e Conifen 4.63 Moderate
33C iy WA 2.28 Minderate
Zoniferons swamp 44.11 Moderate
Coniferca swatnp 34.46 Moderate
Comi Berous swaimp 17.55 Minderate
Zoniferons swamp 27.41 IModerate
5700 Contferca swalnp 293.94 Moderate
Comi ferous swamg|  1,643.00 Moderate
BWHIET 143.48 Moderate
T EWalRp 13.51 Moderate
353600 WA 29.50 Minderate
B4 00 1,005.13 IModerate
1,145.00 30.31 Moderate
40400 137.65 Minderate
SRA 25.26 Moderate
20.09 Moderate
55400 23.21 Minderate
i FOUS BWHIRT 74.82 Moderate
Subtaial Conifersus
swamp|  3,570.32 A%4.58

Palustrine Forested
Wetland 3570.32 894,416

$5,141,992  $19,654,055

17,378,860.55 | 65,662,078.51 $24,467,339 $92,581,367,
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ACRES
IMPACT

Open water

Evergreen Forest

Areas - Acores

{#acraiveart

TOTAL

TOTAL

27,642

372,543

ACRES -
Calculated Low
Value ($/year)

ACRES -
Calculated High
Value ($/year)

$0

30

18.496]

217.934

217.934

Palustrine Emergent
Wetland

36.908

1283.309

15.732]

235.493

1.676

61.723

31.464

1256.836

1591.012

3,422.94

50.111

41.351

95.587

62.495

230.686

157.954

228.822

33.827

48.894

23.74

80.451

1002.436

10.815

20.604

1128.525

90.125

19.484]

451.616

3777.543

23.039

16.355

26.414

950.076

1016.084

Palustrine Scrub/Shrub
‘Wetland

8,216.56

16.573

20.917)

137.651

2203.983

Palustrine Forested
‘Wetland

2,203.98

TOTAL [T ey

4,40

$1,330,619

3,139,648

$2,160,117

$12,013,650

34,755,064.42

16,608,013.41

60,058,732.72
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